Previous research has demonstrated that relational partners make decisions within the first few weeks of a relationship that determine the long-term nature of the relationship. The study reported here extends that research, predicting that such decisions and influences are apparent after brief first encounters. Students in several sections of a skills-oriented communication course reported reactions to a randomly assigned classmate after a brief conversation on the first day of class and the status of their relationship during week 9 of the term. Predicted Outcome Value Theory was employed to generate hypotheses. Results strongly support the theory, with perceptions formed during initial conversations influencing relationships in week 9.
the assertion of persistent first-encounter effects would be accurate but research documenting that process would be relatively trivial.
More may be involved. Berg and Clark (1986) speculate that decisions determining eventual closeness of relationships may be made in the beginning moments of interaction. That speculation remains an open question as systematic research targeting this potentially important process has yet to be undertaken. Most theories concerned with relationship development beyond the initial stages either ignore or assign a minor role to the influence of initial relational decisions (e.g., Conville, 1991; Knapp, Ellis, & Williams, 1980) . Other perspectives suggest that significant enduring influences may exist (Duck, 1995) , though few actually take seriously the claim being investigated here: that relational decisions made in first encounters largely determine the long-term trajectory of continuing personal relationships and that subsequent experiences may seldom produce major changes in those original decisions.
As Berg and Clark (1986) indicate, documentation concerning the existence and strength of persistent first-encounter effects in ongoing relationships would require a comparison of relevant perceptions generated in first encounters with those discovered in later relational states. An initial study, which begins to fill this void, is reported here. The study examines how general expectations about the relationship's potential formed during getacquainted conversations influence the long-term status of the relationship.
Background
There is no mystery as to why we know so little about the proposed longterm relational effects of first encounter impressions and decisions (e.g., Douglas, 1987; Rowatt, Cunningham, & Druen, 1998) . Both research on and theories concerning relationship development evidence biases that would lead to ignorance of this phenomenon.
Prior to addressing these biases, it will be helpful to set the stage on which relationships are generally formed. Most relationships form in social environments where individuals are repeatedly in close physical proximity. Whether it be in the workplace, classroom, neighborhood, or adult/childhood playgrounds, we gather near the same people on a regular basis (Dillard & Miller, 1988) . It is in these settings that most individuals meet future friends and romantic partners. However, most of the potential social partners available in these environments form far less intimate relationships. In numbers, if not in importance, these less intimate, acquaintancelevel relationships are the dominant feature of our social world (Parks, 1997) . It is among these continuing acquaintance relationships that one would expect to find the strongest evidence of persistent first-encounter judgments. Participants in such long-term, less intimate relationships have less access to impression disconfirming information and the longer these impressions hold the more entrenched they may become.
We rarely engage in longitudinal research examining the development of long-term acquaintance from the inception of the relationships. Relational development research generally focuses on studying either initial contacts (e.g., Berger & Calabrese, 1975; Sunnafrank, 1990) or pre-existing relationships (e.g., Bui, Peplau, & Hill, 1996; Gottman, Coan, Carrere, & Swanson, 1998) , often choosing pre-existing intimate relationships while largely ignoring the numerous acquaintance-level relationships. The bias toward examining intimate relationships is clearly justified by the greater importance of intimate relationships in our lives. The research focus on initial contacts is justified primarily by the ease of studying them in controlled conditions. The relatively limited longitudinal work on acquaintance relationships may be partially responsible for misunderstanding the influence of first encounters on subsequent relational states: we simply have not been focusing on the whole range of relational types, ignoring those that would make this phenomenon most obvious.
Many theories on relationship development reveal a bias reflecting common sense beliefs about relationships, which could further explain the lack of systematic research on persistent first-encounter influences. Most propose development as an evolutionary process involving considerable change in which initial contact represents little more than a necessary beginning point (Knapp & Vangelisti, 2000) . First encounters are, at most, thought of as a screening stage (Duck, 1985) when individuals make decisions about relationship potential (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Sunnafrank, 1986) . As development proceeds, partners learn more about one another, share experiences, and learn how they will be treated in the relationship. This new information should be relied on in place of that obtained from first encounters in forming perceptions of one another and in making decisions about the relationship (Miller & Steinberg, 1975) . This process is rational, makes sense to us, and seems to fit our own experience.
Research delving into human behavior repeatedly reveals that theories and models that 'make sense' fall to the realization that 'rational human' is often little more than an oxymoron (e.g., Byrne, 1971) . Is it possible that such rational decision-making about developing relationships is another case in point? Of course. We know that humans act irrationally, particularly in close relationships when emotional decisions, rather than rationality, guide relational decisions: individuals remain with abusive partners, hoping the partner's behavior will return to 'normal' (Rusbult & Martz, 1995) or repeatedly gravitate to new partners whose behavior mirrors that of previous partners from failed relationships (Roloff, Soule, & Carey, 2001 ). Whether relational irrationality will reveal a tendency to give greater weight to first-encounter judgments than would be rationally justified in long-term relationships is on open question that we have largely ignored, often in the face of evidence that it may.
Some theories counter the gradually evolving relationship development model. With explanatory roots primarily in self-fulfilling prophecies (Jussim, 1991; Rosenthal, 1973) , expectancy perspectives (Burgoon & LePoire, 1993; Rosenthal & Rubin, 1978) , and behavioral confirmation (Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977) , this work suggests that relational partners begin making judgments about the potential for relational development extremely early in relationships.
Research conducted on this phenomena has demonstrated that the degree of closeness that will develop in acquaintance, roommate, and romantic relationships can be differentiated a few weeks after first meeting (Berg, 1984; Hays, 1985) . Berg and Clark (1986) propose that partners determine the eventual type of relationship that will develop between them early on and, acting toward one another in a manner consistent with that expectation, produce the expected relationship. How early in a relationship this may occur is not known. Berg and Clark speculate that it may begin to occur in the beginning hours, even minutes, of the relationship. Yet, no research to date has examined the possibility that impressions and decisions made prior to a week or two into relationships have these longterm effects. The combined works of Berg and his colleagues and Hays remain the closest we have come to directly and longitudinally examining this phenomenon. The theory and research provided below attempts to fill, or at least enter, this void.
Theoretical explanation
The research evidence reviewed earlier is often suggestive of the persistence of first-encounter judgments. Several theoretical perspectives partially unveil this phenomenon. The most useful theories for understanding the processes involved are those that specifically address the predictions individuals make about others during first encounters, how these predictions influence relational decisions and behaviors, and why these decisions and behaviors might lead to confirmation and persistence of initial judgments.
Social Penetration Theory (Altman & Taylor, 1973) and the Predicted Outcome Value Theory (POV; Sunnafrank, 1986 Sunnafrank, , 1990 , among others, directly address these concerns. Both employ a rewards/costs analysis in claiming that we forecast or predict what others are like and how they will behave in order to determine likely rewards of further contact and how to act during that contact to maximize rewarding outcomes. Both can be applied to examine any point in relationships, making them useful for the study of relationship development, in general, and the phenomenon of persistent first-encounter effects, in particular.
POV was initially derived from Social Penetration Theory and other rewards/costs perspectives (e.g., Roloff, 1981; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) to propose an alternative to Uncertainty Reduction Theory (URT; Berger & Calabrese, 1975) explanations of initial interaction behaviors and outcomes. Tests of these competing explanations (e.g., Grove & Werkman, 1991; Sunnafrank, 1990) have strongly favored POV interpretations over URT. The testability of POV, in contrast to many previous rewards/costs perspectives, and the strong support for the theory revealed by these tests, makes it an excellent candidate for explicating persistent first-encounter effects in long-term relationships (Sunnafrank, 1988) .
POV proposes that in social environments where potential relational partners will be proximate to one another in the future, individuals assess the likely outcomes of a future relationship to determine whether to develop the relationship and, if so, what type of relationship to attempt and how to proceed (Sunnafrank, 1986) . In relatively free-choice situations when multiple potential partners are available, individuals will attempt to develop relationships with those expected to be most rewarding in order to maximize their own outcomes and restrict development with those who appear to have less rewarding potential. Communicative contact is proposed as the primary method through which development or restriction is accomplished.
When first encountering others in such situations, we are relatively uncertain about what they are like, how they will behave, and how to behave toward them (Berger, 1987; Sunnafrank, 1986) . If future contact seems likely, we seek to reduce this uncertainty in order to predict the value of outcomes that might be derived from this future contact (Sunnafrank, 1986) . We gather information about others and our potential relationship through a combination of observation and interaction strategies (see Berger & Kellermann, 1994) . When successful, the acquired information results in a more certain impression of others and the relationship potential. Research on both POV and URT, along with much of the work reviewed in the previous section, demonstrates that these impressions and relational assessments are made quickly, often in the beginning moments of initial conversations or even prior to communicative contact.
Outcome value assessments that are low relative to those we predict we would receive from choosing other relational partners would produce few to no attempts to continue the contact (Sunnafrank, 1986) . POV specifies that in these situations an individual would communicate in ways to restrict and end the initial conversation and future contact. If contact is necessary due to the constraints of the situation (e.g., roommates, coworkers who must communicate, classmates working on a group project), the initial decision would still produce highly restricted communication between partners, thus limiting the potential for new, perhaps first-impression disconfirming, information. In either case, individuals will act and communicate in ways likely to maintain initial impressions and relational decisions.
Outcome value assessments that are sufficiently high relative to other potential partners will produce attempts to maintain and increase communication contact and relationship development (Sunnafrank, 1988) , while pursuing the type of relationship predicted to produce the most positive outcomes. POV proposes that individuals in these relationships will employ their initial impressions and decisions to guide conversations and the relationship toward topics and actions that would produce outcome maximization: they will introduce topics and engage in behaviors consistent with those impressions (Sunnafrank, 1986) . This should begin happening during initial interactions. If conversation forays prove unsuccessful, adjustments to the impressions are made and, if these result in lowered outcome value assessments, the conversation and relationship would become restricted as would further modification of impressions.
Interestingly, conversational and other behavioral choices that successfully produce the positive outcome values predicted during these initial conversation attempts may solidify the emerging first impression, generating further relational decisions and communication strategies that will continue to do so (Grove & Werkman, 1991) . For example, during our initial conversation we may choose to introduce a topic of interest to us when we believe that our partner would also like discussing the topic, thus increasing our own enjoyment of the conversation. If these expectations are fulfilled, one likely communicative strategy in future conversations would be to reintroduce the same or a similar topic area. Rather than broaden the base of information about one another and possibly discovering impression-disconfirming information, partners may stay within the safe and enjoyable conversational bounds that led to the positive first encounter impression, thus perpetuating it.
Certainly as relationships move toward greater intimacy, new topic areas may be explored that could alter initial judgments. However, barring negative consequences for the relationship, initial evaluative judgments about relationship potential may simply be reinforced. This reasoning suggests that during initial encounters, individuals generate predictions about future outcome values of relating to one another in various ways that will guide their communicative and behavioral strategies to reinforce these initial judgments. Both partners, through relational messages sent during the encounter, may develop compatible views of outcome values that could be provided in the relationship (Sunnafrank, 1989 ). Thus, they should both engage in behaviors consistent with their mutual judgment of relationship potential, rendering this potential a reality in most cases. Individuals who leave the initial encounter with high positive outcome value expectations should seek further contact by placing themselves in closer physical proximity to their partner when the opportunity arises, seeking increased communicative contact (Sunnafrank, 1988) . With lower outcome value predictions, greater physical separation and less communicative contact should be observed. To the degree that strategies employed reinforce the initial judgments, relationships should develop toward greater intimacy and produce higher individual attraction levels when initial predicted outcome values are highly positive, while increasingly lower levels of development and lower individual attraction should result from initial encounters producing increasingly lower predicted outcome value impressions.
H1: Initial interaction partners' POV assessments will be positively related.
H2: Individuals' POV assessments after initial conversations will be positively related to future proximity with partner, future amount of communication with partner, future attraction to partner, and the type of relationship that develops in long-term relationships.
Partners' initial interaction assessments of one another and their relationship may sometimes not agree and may even be incompatible (Braiker & Kelley, 1979) . Relational messages sent during the initial interaction should produce some convergence of the partners' assessments, but differences may remain at the end of this interaction period. This would obviously influence both the likelihood that partners would engage in future behaviors to seek development and the type of relationship that eventually develops between them. For example, an individual with a highly positive POV assessment would seek greater proximity and increased communication in attempts to build the relationship, whereas a partner with a negative POV assessment would act in the opposite manner.
Given this, the focus on individual assessments in H1 is only part of the story. A more complete explanation requires a relational hypothesis. Just how partners' individual assessments might be combined to most accurately predict relational consequences is unknown. POV does specify that individuals will enact communication and relational behaviors with partners that are based on their POV assessments for relating to that partner. Given this, it is reasonable to expect that these POV-based behaviors will influence their partner's long-term assessments of the relationship in a manner consistent with the individual's actions. Hypothesis 3 formalizes this expectation.
H3: Individuals' POV assessments from initial conversations will be positively related to their partner's future assessments of proximity, amount of communication in the relationship, attraction to the individual, and the type of relationship developed.
Although the main focus of this study was on the relationship of initial POV assessments and subsequent relationship development, other impressions formed during initial interactions should be positively related to the likelihood of development and the behaviors involved in attempting such development. Berg's research (Berg, 1984; Berg & Clark, 1986) demonstrates that individuals make assessments during the early days of relationships concerning the type of relationship that will develop with partners, assessments that correspond well to the relationships that actually develop in the long term. The reasoning concerning the relationship of POV to subsequent relationship development can also be applied to initial attraction levels: higher levels of initial attraction should lead to attempts to develop relationships, seeking greater proximity and increased communication, as well as to closer relationships in the long term.
Perceived similarity has been consistently shown to be positively related to relationship development (for a review and discussion, see Sunnafrank, 1992) and behaviors that produce development. Finally, lower levels of uncertainty about another are positively associated with relationship development.
Previous tests of POV suggest that outcome value forecasts may be the primary determinant of relationship development decisions formed during initial interactions (Sunnafrank, 1988 (Sunnafrank, , 1990 . Indeed, POV theory proposes that outcome maximization is the primary goal of individuals and that forming predicted outcome values is the principal means of determining how to do this, particularly in the beginning stages of relationships (Sunnafrank, 1986 ). The theory further proposes that other initial interaction processes (e.g., uncertainty reduction) and assessments (e.g., perceived similarity) are subservient to the goal of predicting outcome values. Given the primacy of POV, it is expected that, although each of these additional variables will be positively associated with relationship development, when considered as a set of variables, POV should emerge as the primary predictor of relationship development. Hypothesis 4 formalizes these expectations for the effect of individuals' initial interaction assessments on their own long-term relationship assessments, whereas Hypothesis 5 does so for the effect of individuals' initial assessments on their partners' long-term relational assessments.
H4: When individuals' initial interaction assessments of the POV, type of relationship, expected attraction to partner, perceived similarity with partner, and degree of certainty about partner are examined together, individuals' POV assessments will emerge as the primary predictor of their own future proximity to partner, amount of future communication with the partner, future attraction, and the type of relationship that develops.
H5: When individuals' initial interaction assessments of POV, the type of relationship expected, attraction to partner, perceived similarity with partner, and degree of certainty about partner are examined together, individuals' POV assessments will emerge as the primary predictor of their partner's assessment of future proximity, amount of future communication, as well as future attraction, and the type of relationship that develops in long-term relationships.
Hypotheses 3 and 5 propose that individuals' relational assessments influence their partners' assessments. In some beginning relationships, partners may have quite different assessments and it would be valuable to know how these differing assessments combine to influence the relationship. Sunnafrank (1989) suggests that when partners' POV assessments exhibit extreme differences, the partner with the more negative assessment should have greater influence on the trajectory of the relationship. In practice, such extreme differences should be relatively rare. However, several other methods of combining partner assessments are worth examining. For example, an additive or averaging model would be superior if both partners' POV assessments have equal influence, whereas using the POV of the partner with the higher POV assessment would be superior if the partner with the more optimistic view of the future has greater influence on development. Further pursuing this attempt to determine how partners' initial assessments combine to influence long-term relationships, the following research question is raised. Also, Hypothesis 6 proposes using the model for combining partner assessments that emerges as superior in answer to this research question to test the primacy of initial POV assessments in predicting future relational assessments and states. RQ1: Which model for combining partner POV assessments explains the most variance in long-term proximity, amount of communication, attraction, and relationship type?
H6: Employing the model for combining partner assessments identified as superior in RQ1, when partners' combined initial interaction assessments of POV, type of relationship expected, attraction to partner, perceived similarity with partner, and degree of certainty about partner are examined together, POV assessments will emerge as the primary predictor of future proximity between partners, amount of future communication in the relationship, future attraction between partners, and the type of relationship that develops in long-term relationships.
Methods

Participants and procedures
Participants were solicited from the first meeting of a multi-section university small group communication course designed for first-year students. The study was conducted during the fall term and the participants had been on campus less than one week prior to the initial meeting. Students were given the opportunity to participate in exchange for extra credit consideration. They were informed that the study would take place during the last hour of that first 1 hour and 15 minute class meeting. All students registered in the classes agreed to participate, resulting in 258 taking part in the first session of the study. As explained later, 164 of the students from this first session also participated in the follow-up session at the end of the term.
In order to examine the questions of interest in this research, initial conversations between pairs of individuals who had never met were required. To facilitate this, registered students were randomly assigned to same-sex dyads prior to the first day of classes. Past work on the long-term influence of impressions formed during early acquaintance has employed opposite-sex dating relationships and same-sex roommate relationships with both relationship types producing similar results. Same-sex relationships were chosen for the current study to reduce the potential influence on relationship development in the study of pre-existing romantic relationships, which, we reasoned, would have a greater influence on development between opposite-sex partners.
The names of the individuals in each dyad were announced by the instructor. In cases where one dyad member was absent, the attending member was assigned a partner from another incomplete dyad. If no other incomplete dyad was available, the individual was assigned a partner from attending students who wanted to add the course.
The students were then asked to meet with their partners and get acquainted. These get-acquainted conversations lasted for 3 minutes in four class sections, 6 minutes in another four sections, and 10 minutes in the final four sections. The length of these conversations was varied to assure that study results would apply to a broader range of 'real-world' relationships. Tests revealed that length of conversation had no effect on any of the variables reported in the current study. Once these conversations were completed, participants returned to their original seats and responded to a questionnaire containing the measures reported below. An additional item on this questionnaire asked if participants had conversed with their partner previously. The responses of eight participants (from four dyads) who indicated they had were eliminated from the analysis. Two other individuals failed to complete the entire questionnaire, and their responses were also eliminated, leaving a total of 248 participants in this first stage of the study.
These procedures assured that the relationships examined for this study fell within the scope conditions of Predicted Outcome Value Theory. All of the dyads examined in this study began their relationships during the getacquainted conversations described earlier. First impressions and future expectations of partners were thus obtained, as required in Sunnafrank's (1986) original formulation. The limited enrollment (maximum of 24 per section) of the course ensured that students would have several future opportunities to converse with their partners. The skills format of the course also created an environment in which individuals would be involved in dyadic and small group interactions with their classmates throughout the course. This environment ensured that partners would be in close proximity to one another in many future situations, thus fulfilling the proximity scope condition of POV.
Students were asked to respond to a follow-up questionnaire during class time in the ninth week of the 10-week term. All 164 students attending classes on that day responded to this questionnaire. Responses obtained from 7 of these individuals were eliminated because their partner was absent and measures from both were required to test the relational hypotheses. In addition, 10 dyads in which one or both individuals were unable to recall their first-day conversation partner were eliminated. This resulted in a final sample of 65 complete same-sex dyads (31 male dyads, 34 female dyads). Test revealed that sex composition of dyads had no effect on any of the variables used in the study. Participants' mean age was 20.49 years (SD = 4.85), ranging from 18 to 42 years.
The attrition rate between the first class meeting and week 9 testing was near 35%. This is an expected and acceptable rate in a nine-week longitudinal study, especially considering normal class absence rates that have nothing to do with being a study participant. A comparison on all week 1 measures and intra-dyad correlations between week 9 participants and those absent in week 9 produced no significant differences, supporting the position that attrition did not influence the study results.
Measures
Predicted outcome value was assessed after the initial interaction through Sunnafrank's (1988) 10-item POV measure. This measure requires individuals to predict how positive a future relationship with a new acquaintance would be for them personally. These items ask individuals to base these predictions on a consideration of various expectations and impressions they have formed of their partner. These include such items as expectations about how the partner may behave toward the person in the future, the types of future conversations that are expected, impressions about the partner's likes and dislikes, interests, etc. A reliability coefficient of .93 was obtained for this measure.
Relationship type was measured after the initial interaction and again at the week 9 session. The initial measure asked individuals to report the type of relationship they expected would develop with their partner, whereas the week 9 measure assessed the type of relationship that had developed. Participants were asked to report relationship type on a six-point scale corresponding to the categories of nodding acquaintance, casual acquaintance, acquaintance, close acquaintance, friend, and close friend. On the week 9 measure, the correlation between partner assessments was .87. Byrne's Interpersonal Judgment Scale (1971) . Items asked individuals to assess how much they liked their partner, how much they liked talking with their partner, etc. This scale was administered after the initial conversation and again at the week 9 testing, with respective alpha coefficients of .78 and .88.
Attraction was measured with a modified version of
Perceived similarity was measured during the initial interaction testing with the attitude and background similarity dimensions of McCroskey, Richmond, and Daly's (1975) perceived homophily scale. The attitude items include individuals' assessments of how much the partner thinks like them, behaves like them, etc. The background items inquire into similarity of social class, status, etc. In the present study, the dimensions were combined and treated as a single measure of perceived similarity and achieved an overall alpha reliability of .88.
Degree of certainty was assessed after the initial interaction with the seven items from Clatterbuck's (1979) CLUES7 attributional confidence scale. Items on this scale inquire about individuals' confidence regarding such items as predicting their partner's attitudes, values, feelings, etc. A six-point response scale was again employed. An alpha coefficient of .86 was found for this measure.
Amount of communication occurring between partners during the previous term was assessed at the week 9 testing with five items, measured on sevenpoint scales ranging from very frequently to not at all. These items inquired into the frequency with which they talked to their partner during class, before class, after class, during class activities outside of class time, and in situations unrelated to class. A coefficient alpha of .91 was obtained for this measure. The correlation between partner scores on this measure was .88.
Physical proximity was measured during week 9 by asking participants to report their normal seating arrangement relative to their partner. This measure asked them to report the number of desks normally separating themselves and their partner. The correlation between partner scores on this measure was .77.
To answer RQ1 and test H6, the mean of partners' scores on each week 9 variable was employed.
Results
Assessment of hypotheses and research question
Examination of the hypotheses and research question proceeded in the following manner. Because collectively the hypotheses and research question posed required individual-as well as dyadic-level analyses, two analytic approaches based on the generalized actor-partner model developed by Kenny and colleagues (Griffin & Gonzalez, 1995; Kashy & Kenny, 1999) and applied to dyads with indistinguishable or exchangeable partners were utilized in the present study. Because partner assessments are commonly interdependent, the correlational analyses (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4) drew upon the work of Griffin and Gonzalez (1995) , which adjusts significance tests according to the degree of intra-dyadic similarity on the variables of interest. Both within-partner (association between own week 1 and week 9 assessments) and cross-partner correlations (association between own assessments and those of partner) were computed using this approach. Similarly, regression analyses to test H4 and H5 were conducted via the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kashy & Kenny, 1999; Kashy & Snyder, 1995) . The APIM is a data analytic procedure that allows for the estimation of an actor effect, or the effect of an individual's independent variable score on his/her own dependent variable score as well as a partner effect, or the effect of the said independent variable score on his/her partner's dependent variable. In the present study, estimates of each were derived through pooled multiple regression analyses in which two equations were computed and used to estimate actor and partner effects (for a detailed discussion, see Kashy & Kenny, 1999; Kashy & Snyder, 1995) . Finally, RQ1 examined alternative models for combining partner POV assessments; these results informed the analyses conducted in assessing H6.
Hypotheses tests
Cross-partner correlations on POV assessments were employed to test H1. As predicted, partners' initial POV assessments were significantly and positively correlated (r = .18, .19 when corrected for attenuation, n = 65, p < .05 for both correlations). Table 1 presents the within-partner correlations between the initial interactions assessments and week 9 assessments. As reflected in the disattenuated correlations in Table 1 , initial interaction assessments were significantly associated with all week 9 outcomes. As hypothesized, individuals who derived a more positive POV from the initial interaction reported a significantly greater amount of communication with, higher long-term attraction for, a more developed relationship with, and greater proximity to partners (the significant negative POV-proximity correlation reflects that higher POV scores were associated with greater proximity because lower proximity scores reflect greater proximity). H2 was supported by all four tests of POV associations with the week 9 measures.
Cross-partner correlations were employed to test H3. Consistent with H3, a more positive POV prediction by one partner was significantly associated with all four of the other partner's week 9 assessments: the higher one partner's initial POV level, the greater the other partner's week 9 reports of amount of communication (r = .24, .27 disattenuated, n = 65, p < 0.1 for both correlations), long-term attraction (r = .34, .38 disattenuated, n = 65, p < 0.1 for both correlations), proximity (r = -.31, -.36 disattenuated, n = 65, p < 0.1 for both correlations); recall that the lower the proximity scores the greater the proximity, and level of relationship developed (r = .29, .32 disattenuated, n = 65, p < .1 for both correlations). H3 was supported in all four tests. Pooled multiple regression analysis was used to estimate the actor effects (the effects of each individual's initial interaction assessments on his or her own outcomes) and partner effects (the effects of each individual's initial interaction assessments on his or her partner's outcomes) to test H4 and H5. Per Kashy and Kenny (1999) , estimates are based on the results of two multiple regressions. One regression, the 'within-dyad' regression, requires computing the difference between partner scores on both the predictors and criterion variables. The difference score on the criterion is then regressed on the difference scores of the predictors. The other regression, the 'between-dyad' regression, follows the same procedure except it uses the averaged scores for the partners on the predictors and criterion variables. It is important to note that Kashy and Kenny (1999) propose that the two multiple regressions be computed without an intercept when, as in the present study, partners are indistinguishable. Actor and partner effects are then estimated from the unstandardized regression coefficients (b) produced by the within-and between-dyad analyses. Actor effects are computed by adding the between-and within-regression coefficients for each predictor and dividing by two; partner effects are computed by subtracting the between-regression coefficient from the within-regression coefficient and dividing by two. A t-statistic, which serves as a significance test of whether an estimate differs significantly from zero, is derived by pooling the Kashy & Kenny, 1999, for computational formulas) . Table 2 shows the actor and partner effects of the initial interaction assessments on week 9 outcomes. The actor POV, initial attraction, and perceived similarity each produced significant actor effects on all four week 9 measures, while degree of certainty exhibited significant effects only for amount of communication and relationship developed. Relationship predicted produced a significant effect on relationship developed. Consistent with H4, POV produced the largest effect on two outcomes, specifically the amount of communication (b = .35 ) and type of relationship developed (b = .23). The POV effect on long-term attraction (b = .14) was second only to initial attraction (b = .32), while the POV effect on proximity (b = -.12) was third to perceived similarity (b = -.23) and initial attraction (b = .18). Thus, H4 was supported outright in two of the four tests for actor effects, with POV producing significant, though not primary, effects in the other two cases.
Particularly noteworthy are the partner effects associated with POV. Statistically significant partner effects emerged on proximity (b = -.08), amount of communication (b = .08), and the type of relationship developed (b = .10). For each of these three variables, POV emerged as the sole significant predictor of partner effects. No partner effect of POV was observed for long-term attraction, though both initial attraction (b = .07) and perceived similarity (b = .04) did produce such effects. H5 was supported in three of the four tests of partner effects.
Tests of alternative models for combining POV assessments RQ1 asked which alternative model for combining partner POV assessments explains the most variance in long-term proximity, amount of communication, attraction, and relationship type developed. In order to assess alternative models for most accurately representing (and predicting) the influence of POV forecasts on each variable, a series of regression analyses was conducted. The mean of the week 9 partner assessments for each dependent variable was regressed on each of the following models: (a) mean of partner POV scores; (b) multiplicative/simple interaction model, representing the product of partner POV scores; (c) lowest POV score of the two partners, representing the influence of the partner 'least interested;' (d) highest POV score of the two partners, representing the influence of the partner 'most interested;' and (e) absolute discrepancy between partner POV scores. Table 3 summarizes the results of the regression analyses for each dependent variable. Of the models tested, four consistently accounted for significant amounts of variance. The model utilizing the absolute discrepancy between partner POV scores as a predictor failed to account for a significant amount of variance in three of the four dependent variables.
Of the three remaining models, the analyses involving the lowest POV score consistently accounted for the greatest amount of variance. It accounted for the most variance in three of the four analyses, ranging from 13% of the variance in proximity to 28% in long-term attraction. For the fourth analysis, lowest POV accounted for 21% of the variance in the amount of communication, the same amount accounted for by the model regressed on the mean of partner POV scores. These analyses indicate that the best model for representing the effect of POV assessments on week 9 relational states is the lowest POV of the dyad.
H6 predicted that when partners' combined initial interaction assessments of POV, type of relationship expected, attraction, perceived similarity, and degree of certainty are examined together, POV assessments would emerge as the primary predictor of week 9 proximity to, amount of communication with, attraction to, and the type of relationship developed with their partner. The analysis of this prediction required employing the model for combining partner POV forecasts identified as superior in RQ1, identified as the lowest POV forecast of the dyad.
H6 received strong support. The lowest POV forecast of the dyad emerged as the primary (and only statistically significant) predictor of each of the outcomes: proximity, R 2 = .13, b = -.10, ß = -.36, p < .01; amount of communication, R 2 = .21, b = .10, ß = .46, p < .01; long-term attraction, R 2 = .28, b = .07, ß = .53, p < .01; and type of relationship developed, R 2 = .26, b = .07, ß = .51, p < .01. Thus, H6 was supported in all four tests.
Subsequent supplemental analyses were conducted utilizing each dyad's lowest score for each predictor, mirroring the use of the lowest POV score, on the outcomes. Those analyses yielded the same pattern of results to that Note. POV = predicted outcome value. Each variable was coded such that a higher score indicates a higher level except for proximity, for which lower scores indicate greater proximity. Standard errors reported are rounded to the nearest one-hundredth. * p < .05; ** p < .01.
reported above, with the lowest POV score emerging as the primary and only predictor of each outcome. These results are available upon request from the authors.
Discussion
These results provide very consistent support for our claims that evaluations formed during initial conversations influence long-term relational states in continuing relationships. This level of support for the effect of initial interaction assessments on relational states months into the relationships provides convincing evidence that the trajectory of relationships is substantially influenced at first contact. The results clearly demonstrate consistent support for our predictions regarding the dominant long-term relational effect of POV formulated during initial conversations. Of the 21 tests of associations between the various measures of long-term relational status and POV, only 3 failed to receive outright support. In two of the three failed cases, POV did produce significant, although not the primary, effects that resulted in only partial support. The dominance of POV as a predictor of the status of long-term relationships is clearly demonstrated in the test of H6, as POV emerged as the sole significant predictor in all four regressions employed to test H6.
Strong support was further shown by the strength of association between POV measured after a brief initial interaction and the various long-term measures. Using the most revealing analysis reported for H6, the amount of variance explained by POV scores for week 9 measures was 28% for attraction, 26% for the type of relationship that developed, 21% for the amount of communication occurring over the nine weeks of the relationship, and 13% for proximity in the relationship. These are high levels of explained variance based on a single measure taken after 5-10 minutes of interaction between strangers.
These findings show that impressions formed in initial interactions, particularly those concerning predicted outcome values, have a strong and lasting influence on relationships. This is consistent with previous research demonstrating that eventual relational states can be determined after the first few days or weeks of a relationship (Berg & Clark, 1986; Hays, 1985) , though extending these claims to a much earlier point in relationship development.
Our results also demonstrate that the partner with the lowest POV has somewhat more influence, consistent with Sunnafrank's (1989) claim. Such individuals have a better chance of resisting relational development than higher POV partners have of convincing them to do otherwise, resulting in something akin to very weak veto power over relationship development. Simply put, if I do not want to talk with you or escalate our relationship, it will be somewhat harder for you to overcome my resistance.
The claim that an individual's POV assessment influences long-term relational states is further buttressed by the finding that these assessments by individuals have effects on their partner's week 9 assessments of the relationship. When all predictor variables were considered together, POV was the sole predictor to demonstrate such an effect on three of the four week 9 assessment variables. Initial attraction and perceived similarity provided a small, significant effect with the fourth variable, partner's longterm attraction.
The current study represents an initial foray into the long-term relational consequences of assessments made during initial encounters and for the applicability of POV theory beyond initial interactions. The results are very promising on both counts. However, these results raise a number of questions for future research. For example, the design of the current research does not provide sufficient insight into the communicative and other factors that determine POV assessments and decisions concerning relational trajectory. Our week 9 self-report measures indicate that the amount of communication occurring in the relationship is strongly influenced by initial POV assessments. However, future research should more directly observe the amount of communication, as well as communication intimacy, selfdisclosure levels, and other relevant relational behaviors to produce a better understanding of the processes involved. It will also be important to determine the degree to which and how initial decisions concerning POV and the relational trajectory may be altered by subsequent relational events.
Finally, we have proposed that POV-generated decisions concerning the relational trajectory produce relational behaviors that cause those initial assessments to be confirmed. Our results support this position, but are clearly not definitive. Considerable work remains to be done to determine if this is the cause of the relatively strong associations between initial interaction assessments and altered relational states or if other mechanisms are involved. Obviously such work will need to concentrate on the relationship between POV and other initial assessments, such as initial attraction and perceived similarity, in producing long-term relational effects.
